Abstract. -In this short paper the authors publish a Hungarian wartime postcard from Smederevo (Serbia), from 1916.
D
uring research in the Archives of the Hungarian National Museum, a wartime postcard written in the spring of 1916 to the Directory of the Hungarian National Museum has recently emerged. 1 The postcard was transferred to material collected by István Paulovics, and later became a part of the Archaeological Archive. 2 Thanks to this transfer, the postcard survived, since during the Hungarian Revolution of 1956 the material of the Directory (including many important reports on archaeological finds) was destroyed by the Russian siege of the building of the National Archives of Hungary, while the Archaeological Archive remained untouched. One of the members of the Department of Coins and Antiquities most probably received the document in 1916 in order to reply and later he/she did not send it back to the Directory. It remains uncertain how the document became a part of the material of István Paulovics, who was the assistant of the museum from 1914. 3 He could have been the person responsible for replying, but it seems more plausible that he found the document later in the Archive. Paulovics specialised in Roman provincial archaeology and he, thus, collected all kinds of documents concerning this subject. After his death his material was returned to the Archive, including all his notes, photos and documents, as well as the discussed postcard (Figs. 1-2 Sincerely yours,
Romulusz Bartos Teacher
We do not know what the reply was, but it is very likely that the stone monument was not transported to Budapest because of the war circumstances. Most probably it remained in Smederevo and during the war or later must have been destroyed (or re-used), as it cannot be identified by any published Latin inscriptions of the region. For this reason, all reconstructions must be based on Bartos' report:
The upper part of the tombstone is missing (with at least one or two lines of the inscription. Material: sandstone. Height: 6 span, i.e. approx. 84 cm, width: 3.5 span, i.e. approx. 49 cm, this fits well with the dimensions of an average Roman tombstone from the Danubian provinces. Nothing is known about its decoration but the epigraphic field was most probably framed. Provenance: at a distance of 4 km from Szemendria, Smederevo (Szendro in Hungarian), on the bank of the Danube (it is unfortunately unknown whether to the east or the west). The presence of three jugs indicates that the gravestone came to light in a late Roman grave in secondary use. The missing part of the tombstone also confirms this possibility. The stone monument cannot be identified using the inscriptions found in Smederevo 9, 17, 21, (26) (27) (29) (30) 45, 54, (57) (58) 60, 63, 75, 82, (93) (94) (95) 97, 103, 108, 115, 122, 124, (151) (152) 162, 165, 174, 177, 179, 188, (190) (191) 193, 199, 204, 206, 238, 248, 255, 288, (310) (311) (312) (313) (314) as they were found in the famous Medieval castle built between 1429-1431 and almost all of them were transported there as building material from the territory of the neighbouring Margum and Viminacium. Based on the find-location determined from the discussed postcard, however, the gravestone should rather be connect- Fig. 1 and 2 . The postcard written by Romulusz Bartos (Hungarian National Museum)
Sl. 1 i 2. Dopisnica koju je poslao Romulus Barto{ (Ma|arski narodni muzej)
ed to the Roman settlement in Smederevo, identified by the road-station of Vinceia, along the limes road. The finds of several stamped tiles of the legio VII Claudia from the neighbourhoods of Smederevo suggest that Vinceia belonged to the territory of Viminacium. As all the inscribed Roman stone monuments from Smederevo were found in the Medieval castle, this tombstone could be the first one that certainly originated from the Roman settlement near Smederevo. 5 The first part of the inscription was correctly transcribed by the Hungarian teacher and it can be exactly reconstructed, but the last three lines are so problematical that only approximations can be made and several letters must be emended.
The first half of the inscription can be reconstructed as follows: 
------¡---¿ vix(it) an(nos) XL h(ic) s(itus or -ita) e(st) Antonia

ACEATONI¡.¿L POSTI+ORO
Interpunction can be seen only in line 4, but based on this, the last three letters CVR can be expanded as cur (avit) . With this verb, a verbal noun (participium instans) must stand because of the causative construction; the most plausible one being faciendum. The participle can probably be seen in the next line but with heavy corrections: f ¬ a ciend ¬ (um) . The last letters of line 3 can most probably be interpreted as ¡t¿it(u)l¡u¿ m ¬ , given that the formula titulum faciendum curavit occurs several times in Moesia Superior (e. g. IMS VI, 57, 109, 1234), Another possibility is the vulgar Latin form titlum (with a syncope) attested to several times in the Danubian provinces. 6 On the other hand, the expression patri curavit cannot be excluded either, but in this case no letters are missing. The meaningless letters ACEATONI in line 5 must definitely be emended. In the case of the 2 nd possibility, they should be emended to faciendum. In this part of a funerary monument one should rather look for a noun referring to the affinity with Antonia Rufilla (coniugi, patri, fratri etc.), an adjective in the superlative or the name of another person who erected the monument together with Rufilla. The letters ATONI could, perhaps, belong to the gentilicium Antonius, but the second half of the line can also be emended to the expected noun c ¬ oni¡u¿g i ¬ .
The beginning of the last (POSTI) can probably be restored to the verb pos uit ¬ . If this is correct, Rufilla alone erected the stone monument (probably as a wife). Several cases can be observed (even in Moesia Superior: CIL III 8242, AÉp 1972, 511, IMS VI 101) where a funerary text has two predicates.
Another possibility cannot be excluded either, as the letters of the last line can also be interpreted with the formula libertis libertabusque poste (risque) eoru(m) . In this case the beginning of line 4 must be emended as pat¡ro¿ no ¬ , but the letters ACEATONI in line 5 can hardly be emended as libertis libertabusque. Based on the EDCS (Clauss-Slaby), the formula coniugi posterisque eorum cannot be excluded either, but it is very rare (7 occurrences: CIL VI 14664, 18034, 20142, 23794, 29266, RAC 1926, 103 and EDCS 51000147, all in Rome) .
Based on this argumentation, the entire text can probably be reconstructed as follows: e.g. based on the lack of tria nomina or/and the gentile name Aurelius: IMS I 39, II 113, 199, VI 38, 50, 94, AÉp 1981, 731-732 . Based on the analogical formulas and the name, the tombstone can probably be dated to the 3 rd century A.D. The material (sandstone), as well as the poor quality of writing may suggest that the tombstone was carved in a local workshop.
------¡---¿ vix(it) an(nos) XL h(ic) s(itus or ita) e(st) Antonia
